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SUPPLEMENTAL ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1. 1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1. 17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 9/29/2005 has been entered. Claims 6, 1 1, 21, 
26, 40-41 and 47-50 have been canceled. Claims 1-5, 7-10, 12-20, 22-25, 27-39, 42-46 and 51-55 
are pending in the present application. 



Double Patenting 

1 . The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in pubhc policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 11 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d2010 (Fed. 
Cir. 1993); In re LongU 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Omum, 686 
F.2d937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re VogeU 422 F.2d438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 
1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969), 

2. A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) may be used to 
overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting ground 
provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly owned with this 
application, and all other rejections have been overcome. See 37 CFR 1.130(b). 
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3. Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 
CFR 3.73(b). 

4. Claims 1-5 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 2 of U.S. Pat. No. 
6,950,115. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct 
from each other because of the following reason: The elements of the present application's 
claims 1-5 constitute a subset of the elements of the patented claim 2. the claim limitation "each 
said emitter is connected to a driver and at least two neighboring blue emitters in a row are 
connected to the same driver" set forth in the present application's claim 1 is implied by the 
patented claim 2's "associated structures connected to said first, second, and third transistors", 
meaning that the same driver connecting the at least two neighboring blue emitters. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to make the claim made in this 
application, because it is only a subset of what has been claimed before. 

5. Claims 7-9 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 4 of U.S. Pat. No. 
6,950,115. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct 
from each other because of the following reason: The elements of the present application's 
claims 7-9 constitute a subset of the elements of the patented claim 4. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to make the claim made in this application, 
because it is only a subset of what has been claimed before. 

6. Claim 10 is provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness- 
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type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 4 of U.S. Pat. No. 6,950,115. Although 
the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other because 
of the following reason: The elements of the present application's claim 10 constitute a subset of 
the elements of the patented claim 4. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to make the claim made in this application, because it is only a subset of what has 
been claimed before. 

7. Claims 12-14 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 4 of U.S. Pat. No. 
6,950,115. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct 
from each other because of the following reason: The elements of the present application's 
claims 12-14 constitute a subset of the elements of the patented claim 4. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to make the claim made in this application, 
because it is only a subset of what has been claimed before. 

8. Claim 15 is provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness- 
type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 4 of U.S. Pat. No. 6,950,1 15. Although 
the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other because 
of the following reason: The elements of the present application's claim 15 constitute a subset of 
the elements of the patented claim 4. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to make the claim made in this application, because it is only a subset of what has 
been claimed before. 

9. Claims 16-20 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 2 of U.S. Pat. No. 
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6,950,115. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct 
from each other because of the following reason: The elements of the present application's 
claims 16-20 constitute a subset of the elements of the patented claim 2. The claim limitation 
"each said emitter is connected to a driver and at least two neighboring blue emitters in a row are 
connected to the same driver" set forth in the present application's claim 16 is implied by the 
patented claim 2's "associated structures connected to said first, second, and third transistors", 
meaning that the same driver connecting the at least two neighboring blue emitters. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to make the claim made in this 
application, because it is only a subset of what has been claimed before. 

10. Claims 22-24 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 4 of U.S. Pat^ No. 
6,950,115. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct 
from each other because of the following reason: The elements of the present application's 
claims 22-24 constitute a subset of the elements of the patented claim 4. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to make the claim made in this application, 
because it is only a subset of what has been claimed before. 

1 1 . Claims 25 is provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness- 
type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 4 of U.S. Pat. No. 6,950,1 15. Although 
the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other because 
of the following reason: The elements of the present application's claims 25 constitute a subset 
of the elements of the patented claim 4. The claim limitation "said blue emitter having an 
emitting area larger than that of each of said red emitters and said green emitters" set forth in the 
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present application's claim 25 is implied by the patented claim 4's "said transistors for said red 
emitters and said green emitters being sized to have a luminance value equal to a luminance 
value of said blue emitters", meaning that collecting the transistors of the blue emitters together 
makes a bigger and more visible dark spot because the grouping of the transistors for red emitters 
and the green emitters being sized to have a luminance value equal to a luminance value of said 
blue emitter. The blue emitter has an emitting area equal to the red emitters and green emitters 
collecting together and therefore implying that the blue emitter has an emitting area larger than 
that of each of the said red emitters and said green emitters. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to make the claim made in this application, because it is 
only a subset of what has been claimed before. 

12. Claims 27-29 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 4 of U.S. Pat. No. 
6,950,115. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct 
from each other because of the following reason: The elements of the present application's 
claims 27-29 constitute a subset of the elements of the patented claim 4. The claim limitation 
"said blue emitter having a larger drive to luminance gain than that of each of said red emitters 
and said green emitters" set forth in the present application's claim 27 is implied by the patented 
claim 4's "said transistors for said red emitters and said green emitters being sized to have a 
luminance value equal to a luminance value of said blue emitters", meaning that collecting the 
transistors of the blue emitters together makes a bigger and more visible dark spot because the 
grouping of the transistors for red emitters and the green emitters together being sized to have a 
luminance value equal to a luminance value of said blue emitter. The blue emitter has an 
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luminance value equal to a luminance value of said red emitters and said green emitters together 
and therefore implying that the blue emitter has a larger drive to luminance gain than each of 
said red emitters and said green emitters. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to make the claim made in this application, because it is only a subset of 
what has been claimed before, 

13. Claims 30 is provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness- 
type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 4 of U.S. Pat. No. 6,950,115. Although 
the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other because 
of the following reason: The elements of the present application's claim 30 constitute a subset of 
the elements of the patented claim 4. The claim limitation "said blue emitter having a larger 
drive to luminance gain than that of each of said red emitters and said green emitters" set forth in 
the present appUcation's claim 30 is implied by the patented claim 4's "said transistors for said 
red emitters and said green emitters being sized to have a luminance value equal to a luminance 
value of said blue emitters", meaning that collecting the transistors of the blue emitters together 
makes a bigger and more visible dark spot because the grouping of the transistors for red emitters 
and the green emitters together being sized to have a luminance value equal to a luminance value 
of said blue emitter. The blue emitter has an luminance value equal to a luminance value of said 
red emitters and said green emitters together and therefore implying that the blue emitter has a 
larger drive to luminance gain than each of said red emitters and said gi'een emitters. Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to make the claim made in this 
application, because it is only a subset of what has been claimed before. 

14. Claims 31-33 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
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obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 2 of U.S. Pat. No. 
6,950,115. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct 
from each other because of the foliov^ing reason: The elements of the present application's 
claims 31-33 constitute a subset of the elements of the patented claim 2. The claim limitation 
"each said emitter is connected to a driver and at least two neighboring blue emitters in a same 
row are connected to the same driver" set forth in the present application's claim 31 is implied 
by the patented claim 2's "associated structures connected to said first, second, and third 
transistors", meaning that the same driver connecting the at least two neighboring blue emitters. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to make the claim made 
in this application, because it is only a subset of what has been claimed before. 

15. Claims 34-36 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 2 of U.S. Pat. No. 
6,950,115. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct 
from each other because of the following reason: The elements of the present application's 
claims 34-36 constitute a subset of the elements of the patented claim 2. The claim limitation 
"each said emitter is connected to a driver and at least two neighboring blue emitters in a same 
row are connected to the same driver" set forth in the present application's claim 34 is implied 
by the patented claim 2's "associated structures connected to said first, second, and third 
transistors", meaning that the same driver connecting the at least two neighboring blue emitters. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to make the claim made 
in this application, because it is only a subset of what has been claimed before. 

16. Claim 39 is provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness- 
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type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 2 of U.S. Pat. No. 6,950,1 15. Although 
the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other because 
of the following reason: The elements of the present application's claims 39 constitute a subset 
of the elements of the patented claim 2. The claim limitation "each said emitter is connected to a 
driver and at least two neighboring blue emitters in a same row are connected to the same driver" 
set forth in the present application's claim 39 is implied by the patented claim 2's "associated 
structures connected to said first, second, and third transistors", meaning that the same driver 
connecting the at least two neighboring blue emitters. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to make the claim made in this application, because it is only a 
subset of what has been claimed before. 

17. Claims 42-46 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 2 of U.S. Pat. No. 
6,950,115. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct 
from each other because of the following reason: The elements of the present application's 
claims 42-46 constitute a subset of the elements of the patented claim 2. The claim limitation 
"each said emitter is connected to a driver and at least two neighboring blue emitters in a same 
row are connected to the same driver" set forth in the present appUcation's claim 42 is implied 
by the patented claim 2's "associated structures connected to said first, second, and third 
transistors", meaning that the same driver connecting the at least two neighboring blue emitters. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to make the claim made 
in this application, because it is only a subset of what has been claimed before. 

18. Claims 51-55 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
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obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 2 of U.S. Pat. No. 
6,950,115. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct 
from each other because of the following reason: The elements of the present application's 
claims 51-55 constitute a subset of the elements of the patented claim 2. The claim limitation 
"each said emitter is connected to a driver and at least two neighboring blue emitters in a same 
row are connected to the same driver" set forth in the present application's claim 51 is implied 
by the patented claim 2's "associated structures connected to said first, second, and third 
transistors", meaning that the same driver connecting the at least two neighboring blue emitters. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to make the claim made 
in this application, because it is only a subset of what has been claimed before. 

Specification 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: On line 19 of the 
claim 38, "ach said" should be "each said". Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Objections 

Claim 38 is objected to because of the following informalities: On line 19 of the claim 
38, "ach said" should be "each said". Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
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pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1-5, 16-20,31-33,34-36, 39, 42-46 and 51-55 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 112, 
first paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) 
contains subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the 
application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

For example, the base claim 1 recites the two "at least two neighboring blue emitters in a 
row are connected to the same driver." It is not clear what "a row" means in the claim limitation 
as recited in the claim 1. It is also not clear what "the same driver" means. It could mean "the 
same row driver" or "the same column driver". However, in Fig. 3B of applicant's specification, 
the two neighboring blue emitters 42A and 42B are respectively in the second row and the first 
row (to the row driver 74 and the row driver 72), i.e., the two neighboring blue emitters 42 A and 
42B are in different rows, not in the same row. Moreover, the two neighboring blue emitters 42A 
and 42B are connected to the column driver 64, rather than the same row driver such as the row 
driver 72 or the row driver 74. Therefore, the metes and bounds of the coverage of at least base 
claim 1 cannot be ascertained. 

The base claim 16 (also the base claim 34, or the base claim 39) recites the two "at least 
two neighboring blue emitters in a same row are connected to the same driver." It is not clear 
what "the same driver" means. It could mean "the same row driver" or "the same column 
driver". However, in Fig. 3B of apphcant's specification, the two neighboring blue emitters 42A 
and 42B are respectively in the second row and the first row (to the row driver 74 and the row 
driver 72), i.e., the two neighboring blue emitters 42A and 42B are in different rows, not in the 
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same row, as recited in the base claim 16 (claim 34 or 39). Moreover, the two neighboring blue 
emitters 42A and 42B are connected to the column driver 64, rather than the same row driver 
such as the row driver 72 or the row driver 74. Therefore, the metes and bounds of the coverage 
of at least base claim 16 (or the claim 34 or 39) cannot be ascertained. 

The base claim .42 recites the two "at least two neighboring blue emitters in a row of at 
least two three-color pixel elements are connected to the same driver." It is not clear what "a 
same row" means in the claim limitation as recited in the claim 42. It is also not clear what "the 
same driver" means. It could mean "the same row driver" or "the same column driver". 
However, in Fig. 3B of applicant's specification, the two neighboring blue emitters 42 A and 42B 
are respectively in the second row and the first row (to the row driver 74 and the row driver 72), 
i.e., the two neighboring blue emitters 42 A and 42B are in different rows, not in the same row as 
recited in the base claim 42. Moreover, the two neighboring blue emitters 42A and 42B are 
connected to the column driver 64, rather than the same row driver such as the row driver 72 or 
the row driver 74. Therefore, the metes and bounds of the coverage of at least base claim 42 
cannot be ascertained. 

The base claim 51 recites the two "at least two blue emitters in a same first direction of at 
least two three-color pixel elements are connected to a same data driver." It is not clear what "a 
same first direction" means in the claim limitation as recited in the claim 51. It is also not clear 
what "the same data driver" means. It could mean "the same row driver" or "the same column 
driver". However, in Fig. 3B of applicant's specification, the two neighboring blue emitters 42A 
and 42B are respectively in the second row and the first row (to the row driver 74 and the row 
driver 72), i.e., the two neighboring blue emitters 42A and 42B are in different rows, not in the 
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same first direction as recited in the base claim 51. Moreover, the two neighboring blue emitters 
42A and 42B are connected to the column driver 64, rather than the same row driver such as the 
row driver 72 or the row driver 74. Therefore, the metes and bounds of the coverage of at least 
base claim 5 1 cannot be ascertained. 

To comply with the "written description" requirement of 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, 
an applicant must convey with reasonable clarity to those skilled in the art that, as of the filling 
date sought, he or she was in possession of the invention. The invention is, for purposes of the 
"written description" inquiry, whatever is now claimed. Vas-Cath, Inc. v. Mahurkar, 935 F.2d 
1555, 1563-64, 19 USPQ2d 1111,1117 (Fed Cir. 1991). For purposes of written description, 
one shows "possession" by descriptive means such as words, structures, figures, diagrams, and 
formulas that fully set forth the claimed invention. Lockwood v. American Airlines, Inc., 107 
F.3d 1565, 1572, 41 USPQ2d 1961, 1966 (Fed. Cir. 1997). Such descriptive means cannot be 
found in the disclosure for the inventions of the base claim 1, 16, 31, 34, 39, 42 and 51. 

Claims 2-5 depend upon the base claim 1 and are rejected due to their dependency on the 
base claim 1 . 

The claims 17-20 depend upon the base claim 16 and are rejected due to their 
dependency on the claim 16. 

The claims 32-33 depend upon the base claim 31 and are rejected due to their 
dependency on the claim 3 1 . 

The claims 35-36 depend upon the base claim 34 and are rejected due to their 
dependency on the claim 34. 
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The claims 43-46 depend upon the base claim 42 and are rejected due to their 
dependency on the claim 42, 

The claims 52-55 depend upon the base claim 51 and are rejected due to their 
dependency on the claim 51. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-5, 16-20, 31-33, 34-36, 39, 42-46 and 51-55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, 
second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

For example, the base claim 1 recites the two "at least two neighboring blue emitters in a 
row are connected to the same driver." AppUcant failed to particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. It is not clear what "a row" 
means in the claim limitation as recited in the claim 1 . It is also not clear what "the same driver" 
means. It could mean "the same row driver" or "the same column driver". However, in Fig. 3B 
of applicant's specification, the two neighboring blue emitters 42A and 42B are respectively in 
the second row and the first row (to the row driver 74 and the row driver 72), i.e., the two 
neighboring blue emitters 42A and 42B are in different rows, not in the same row. Moreover, the 
two neighboring blue emitters 42A and 42B are connected to the column driver 64, rather than 
the same row driver such as the row driver 72 or the row driver 74. Therefore, the metes and 
bounds of the coverage of at least base claim 1 cannot be ascertained. 
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The base claim 16 (also the base claim 34, or the base claim 39) recites the two "at least 
two neighboring blue emitters in a same row are connected to the same driver," Applicant failed 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. It is not clear what "the same driver" means. It could mean "the same row driver" or 
"the same column driver". However, in Fig. 3B of applicant's specification, the two neighboring 
blue emitters 42A and 42B are respectively in the second row and the first row (to the row driver 
74 and the row driver 72), i.e., the two neighboring blue emitters 42A and 42B are in different 
rows, not in the same row, as recited in the base claim 16 (claim 34 or 39). Moreover, the two 
neighboring blue emitters 42A and 42B are connected to the column driver 64, rather than the 
same row driver such as the row driver 72 or the row driver 74. Therefore, the metes and bounds 
of the coverage of at least base claim 16 (or the claim 34 or 39) cannot be ascertained. 

The base claim 42 recites the two "at least two neighboring blue emitters in a row of at 
least two three-color pixel elements are connected to the same driver." Applicant failed to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. It is not clear what "a same row" means in the claim limitation as recited in the claim 
42. It is also not clear what "the same driver" means. It could mean "the same row driver" or 
"the same column driver". However, in Fig. 3B of applicant's specification, the two neighboring 
blue emitters 42A and 42B are respectively in the second row and the first row (to the row driver 
74 and the row driver 72), i.e., the two neighboring blue emitters 42 A and 42B are in different 
rows, not in the same row as recited in the base claim 42. Moreover, the two neighboring blue 
emitters 42A and 42B are connected to the column driver 64, rather than the same row driver 
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such as the row driver 72 or the row driver 74. Therefore, the metes and bounds of the coverage 
of at least base claim 42 cannot be ascertained. 

The base claim 51 recites the two "at least two blue emitters in a same first direction of at 
least two three-color pixel elements are connected to a same data driver." Applicant failed to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. It is not clear what "a same first direction" means in the claim limitation as recited in 
the claim 51. It is also not clear what "the same data driver" means. It could mean "the same row 
driver" or "the same column driver". However, in Fig. 3B of applicant's specification, the two 
neighboring blue emitters 42A and 42B are respectively in the second row and the first row (to 
the row driver 74 and the row driver 72), i.e., the two neighboring blue emitters 42A and 42B are 
in different rows, not in the same first direction as recited in the base claim 51 . Moreover, the 
two neighboring blue emitters 42A and 42B are connected to the column driver 64, rather than 
the same row driver such as the row driver 72 or the row driver 74. Therefore, the metes and 
bounds of the coverage of at least base claim 51 cannot be ascertained. 

Claims 2-5 depend upon the base claim 1 and are rejected due to their dependency on the 
base claim 1 . 

The claims 17-20 depend upon the base claim 16 and are rejected due to their 
dependency on the claim 16. 

The claims 32-33 depend upon the base claim 3 1 and are rejected due to their 
dependency on the claim 31. 

The claims 35-36 depend upon the base claim 34 and are rejected due to their 
dependency on the claim 34. 
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The claims 43-46 depend upon the base claim 42 and are rejected due to their 
dependency on the claim 42. 

The claims 52-55 depend upon the base claim 51 and are rejected due to their 
dependency on the claim 5 1 . 

Reasons for Allowance 

The following is an examiner's statement of reasons for allowance: 

The Claim 37 or 38 set forth in the amended claimed invention of 01/31/2005 would 
provide a three-color pixel element of spaced-apart emitters in which the pixel element consists 
of a blue emitter disposed at the center of a pair of opposing red and a pair of opposing green 
emitters and the plurality of pixel elements may be arranged in rows and columns to form a 
display in which this array provides better perceived resolution and appearance of single full 
color displays by matching the human vision system. The claim invention would also provide the 
drive matrix for the pixel array consists of a plurality of rows and columns of the three-color 
pixel element and the drive matrix consists of a plurality of row and column drivers to drive the 
individual emitters in which the row drivers drive the red, green and blue emitters in each row, 
and the red and green emitters in each column are driven by a single column driver and a single 
column driver drives two columns of blue emitters. Thus, the number of drive lines and 
associated driver electronics used in the prior art are reduced in the claimed invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or describol as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-5, 7-9, 10, 12-14, 15, 16-20, 22-24, 25, 27-29, 30, 31-33, 34-36, 39, 42-46, 51- 
55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Maeshima et al. U.S. Patent 
No. 6,486,923 (hereinafter Maeshima). 

Re claims 1-5, 7-9, 10, 12-14, 15, 16-20, 22-24, 25, 27-29, 30, 31-33, 34-36, 39, 42-46, 
51-55, Maeshima discloses a display comprising substantially a plurality of three-color pixel 
elements that form at least one row of said pixel elements, said three-color pixel element 
comprising: 

A blue emitter disposed at an origin of a rectangular coordinate system having four 
quadrants (Fig. IOC); 

A pair of red emitters spaced apart from said blue emitter and symmetrically disposed 
about said origin in a first pair of opposing quadrants of said rectangular coordinate system (Fig. 
IOC); 

A pair of green emitters spaced apart from said blue emitter and symmetrically disposed 
about said origin in a second pair of opposing quadrants of said rectangular coordinate system 
(Fig. IOC). 

Maeshima teaches a red emitter that can occupy a left unit-area polygon in said first pixel 
row, a green emitter that can occupy a left unit-area polygon in said second pixel row and a red 
emitter that can occupy a right unit-area polygon in said second pixel row, and a blue emitter that 
can occupy a center unit-area polygon in both said first and second pixel rows and it is obvious 
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to know that two blue emitters should be connected to the same data driver which is where they 
have to receive their video signal. The prior art does not expUcitly teach a left and a right unit 
area polygon, a blue emitter square shaped, and L-shaped green and red emitters. The prior art 
teaches an arrangement of LEDS in each light emitting block of red color signal, green color 
signal, and blue signal where the arrangement of Fig. IOC (2) consists of three color pixels 
elements. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
arrangement of LEDS in each light-emitting block of red color signal, green color signal, and 
blue signal where the arrangement of Fig. IOC (2) to achieve the fimction of a left and a right 
unit area polygon, a blue emitter square shaped, and L-shaped green and red emitters because it 
would proyide an LED display device includes an LED display section including a plurality of 
light emitting blocks arranged in a matrix, each light emitting block including at least a red LEQ, 
a green LED and a blue LED and it is also obvious a person of ordinary skill in the art to know if 
two devices can perform the same fimction their shape does not matter. 

Maeshima teaches an arrangement of LEDS in each light emitting block of red color 
signal, green color signal, and blue color signal where the arrangement of Fig. IOC (2) consists 
of a three-color pixel element. The arrangement can be divided into four different quadrants 
where the blue color is at the center of the quadrants disposed at the origin of an X and Y 
coordinates system forming a first, a second, a third, and fourth quadrant corresponding to 
providing a three-color pixel element comprising first and second pixel rows, each pixel row 
including three unit-area polygons, wherein an emitter occupies each said unit-area polygon, 
wherein a red emitter occupies a left unit-area polygon in said first row and a green emitter 
occupies a right unit-area polygon in said first pixel row, wherein a green emitter occupies a left 
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unit-area polygon in said second pixel row and a red emitter occupies a right unit-area polygon in 
said second pixel row, wherein a blue emitter occupies a center unit-area polygon in both said 
first and said second pixel rows, and wherein adjacent horizontal pairs of said three-color pixel 
elements are vertically offset from one another by one said pixel row; and driving said blue 
emitters, said red emitters, and said green emitters, wherein said blue emitters of said three-color 
pixel element is coupled to a pair of blue emitters of a next nearest neighboring three-color pixel 
element. It is obvious to know that two blue emitters of two three-color pixel elements should be 
connected to the same data driver or same column driver because that is where they have to 
receive their video data for the display. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jin-Cheng Wang whose telephone number is (571) 272-7665. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 - 6:30 (Mon-Thu). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfiil, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mike Razavi can be reached on (571) 272-7664. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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